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Abstract: 

The word gahapatisamana engraved in small coin from Tissamaharama in Ceylon provides 
further evidence for monks living as householders without disrobing. This phenomenon that is 
rarely documented in inscriptions and literature has been observed earlier and was mentioned 
in various contexts. The relevant material is now collected and discussed together including 
the new evidence. 
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In the 178" Newsletter of the Oriental Numismatic Society of 2004 O. Bopearachchi' 
published together with K. Ratnatunga a brief article which presented a coin discovered in 
Tissamaharama.’ The unassuming piece, which has a diameter of only 1,176 cm and weighs 
only 2.73 grams, bears an inscription running around the figure of a Gajalaksm1, which is 
difficult to decipher.’ Despite this, the reading of the wording of the inscription can be 
considered as correct. The drawing by Francois Ory from CNRS (fig. 1) is very helpful when 
trying to verify the reading, especialy when one manipulates the image of the coin on a 
computer (fig. 2): 


gahapati samanasa puta sada gataha (K. Ratnatunga). 


Two small errors in the transcription and the word division need correction. These mistakes 
have no bearing on the interpretation of the inscription: For samanasa read samanasa and for 
putasa read putasa. The improved reading is: 


"Tt is my pleasure to thank O. Bopearachchi for providing images of the coin and for bibliographical 


references. — The abbreviations used follow the system laid down in V. Trenckner: A Critical Pali Dictionary. 
Volume III, edited by O. v. Hintiber and O. Holten Pind. Bristol and Copenhagen 2011: Consolidated List of 
Abbreviations, pp. XV—XXVIII. 

O. Bopearachchi, “An Inscribed Abhiseka Lakshmi Coin from Sri Lanka.” ONS Newsletter 178. 2004, pp. 
20f. reprinted in O. Bopearachchi, “From Bactria to Taprobane.” Selected Works of Osmund Bopearachchi. 
Volume II Art History and Maritime Trade. Delhi 2015, pp. 405-407, cf. also R. Walburg: Coins and Tokens 
from Ancient Ceylon. Ancient Ruhana. Sri Lankan-German Archaeological Project in the Southern Province. 
Volume 2. Forschungen zur Archdéologie AuBereuropdischer Kulturen 5. Wiesbaden 2008, p. 198, Plate 214. 

The coin is described by K. Ratnatunga, see https://coins. lakdiva.org/ruhuna1/lakshmipbtoken.html. 
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gahapatismanasa putasa dagataha. 


The authors interpret the brief text as “Householder Samana’s Son made got” meaning “Got 
made (by) Householder Samana’s Son.” This interpretation takes sada gataha as a Sinhalese 
verb (?) without further comment. In contrast, Bopearachchi is certainly right in seeing in 
dagata the genitive of a personal name: “Of Daga ... the son of the householder Samana.” 
This follows the usual pattern of these inscriptions with (three) genitives following each 
other.* 

The crucial word of this otherwise insignificant inscription is samana taken by both 
scholars as a personal name. Bopearachchi refers to inscription no. 94 from Anuradhapura 
edited by S. Paranavitana’ that begins ilubaratahi damedasamane karate damedagahapati- 
kana pasade ... “The terrace of the Tamil house-holders caused to be made by the Tamil 
Samana of Ilubarata” (S. Paranavitana) and takes Samana as a personal name here as well; 
the initiator of the donation is, however, most likely, simply an anonymous Tamil ascetic.° 

There are more inscriptions in which samana is considered as a name. O. Bopearachchi, 
H. Falk and R. Wickremesinhe edited another inscribed coin found in Tissamaharama:’ 


No. 19 cudasamanakaha 
“Of little Samanaka” 


and refer to Paranavitana’s Early Inscriptions: 


281. upasaka-Samanakaha lene sagasa 
321. bata-Tisagutaha ca parumaka-Kumaraputa Samanaha [ca] lene. 


Paranavitana ingeniously interprets the presumed name Samana as corresponding to Sanskrit 
Sravana in what is an obvious attempt to get rid of the very strange name Samana < Sramana. 
It is indeed hard to accept that a person is called “ascetic.”” Names based on Naksatras, on the 
other hand, such as Tissa < Tisya are not rare. However, in contrast to Tissa, the Naksatra 
Sravana seems to have hardly been used in so far as the material presented in dictionaries 
allows for any conclusion.* Moreover, Paranavitana has to assume a sound change v ... n >m 
... n, which occurs only in later Sinhala.’ For Sinhala Prakrit, however, examples seem to be 


* On the forms of the genitive of a- stems in early Sinhalese Prakrit (°-sa, °-sa, °-ha) cf. S. Paranavitana: 


Inscriptions of Ceylon. Volume I: Early Brahmi Inscriptions. Archaeological Survey of Ceylon. Colombo 1970, 
p. XL, § 69.1 
ss Numbering, text and translation follow Paranavitana: Inscriptions of Ceylon. Volume I, as previous note, 
p. 7, no. 94. 
° Ina similar way, the Buddhist donor Sinhota avoids the name of his wife and calls her Campadarika “girl 
from Canpa” in an inscription from Chilas (Northern Pakistan): namo lokesvardya, sardham_ sinhotena, 
bhaginya parvasusabhena, bharya campadarika, inscription 64:12 in: D. Bandini-K6nig (ed.): Die Felsbild- 
station Thalpan. J. Kataloge Chilas-Briicke und Thalpan (Steine 1-30). Materialien zur Archdologie der 
Nordgebiete Pakistans Band 6. Mainz 2003, p. 81. 

O. Bopearachchi, H. Falk and R. Wickremesinhe, “Earliest Inscribed Coins, Moulds, Seals, and Sealings 
from Tissamaharama (Sri Lanka).” The Numismatic Chronicle 160. 2000, pp. 117-134, particularly p. 126. 

A. Hilka: Die altindischen Personennamen. Breslau 1910, p. 35 only lists Sravana from the Bhagavata- 
Purana and Sravana from the Harivaméa. The name Samana does not occur in Pali. 

W. Geiger: A Grammar of the Sinhalese Language. Colombo 1938, § 61.2; O. v. Hintiber: Das diltere 
Mittelindisch in Uberblick. Wien 72001, § 209 and CPD s.v. Kaminda / Kavinda. 
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missing. Paranavitana himself can only refer to his inscription no. 9 parumaka v[e]samana- 
puta® which he takes as corresponding to Vaisramanaputra < Vaisravanaputra.'° However, the 
inscription actually reads vasamanaputa; moreover, it is over-written by inscription no. 1107. 
After va an unclear aksara is visible (or a crack in the stone?) and the aksara na follows only 
at some distance.'' Therefore, it remains highly doubtful if vesamana is really the inscribed 
word. Geiger § 61.2 lists Elu Vesamunu / Vesavunu “Vaisravana.” 

The unusual “name” and the surrounding difficulties begin to disappear once the word 
gahapatisamana is considered as a technical term of Buddhism meaning “a samana living as 
a householder.” This can be substantiated by comparing the similar term samanakutimbika 
that is explained by Budhaghosa in his commentary on the Samyuttanikaya, the 
Saratthappakasini in the story about an old and dissatisfied monk, who, as a monk, wants to 
use the wealth he had accumulated as a layman:'” 


acchinnagihibandhano samanakutimbikapuggalo...:_ ‘ko jdnissati kim bhavissati’ ti 
mahallakakale pabbajanto pi gihibandhanam na vissajjeti. mahallakapabbajitanan ca sampatti 
nama natthi. ... tena so dukkhit dummano assiini muricanto ‘atthi me kulasantakam dhanam. 
kappati nu kho tam khaditva jivitun’ ti cintetva ekam vinayadharam pucchati: ‘kim bhante dcariya 
attano santakam haretva khaditum kappati na kappati’.‘natth’ ettha doso. kappat’ etan’ ti. so ... 
sdyanhasamayam antogamam gantva gamamajjhe thito gamike pakkosapetva ‘amhakam 
payogato utthitam ayam kassa detha’ ti. ‘bhante, tumhe pabbajita. kassa dassama’ ti. ‘kim 
pabbajitanam attano santakam na vattati’ ti kuddalapitakam gahetva kedaramariyada- 
bhandhanadini karonto nanappakaram pubbannaparannan ceva phalaphale ca sanganhitva 
hemantagimhavassadnesu yam yam icchati tam tam pacapetva khadanto samanakutimiko viya 
jivati. kevalam assa pancaciilakena darakena saddhim padaparicarika va eka natthi, Spk UI 
32,22-33,17. 

“An individual, who has not cut the bonds to worldly life, is an ascetic-family man: Although 
when a certain man became a monk only during old age, he did not cut the bonds to worldly life 
thinking: ‘Who knows, what is going to happen?’ For, monks (ordaining during) old age do not 
gain prosperity (for E° pafinatti read sampatti with C° [SHB 1930] and B*). ... Therefore, he 
became unhappy and dejected and shed tears thinking: ‘My family owns riches. Is it permitted to 
live by using them?’ He asked an expert in the Vinaya (vinayadhara): ‘Is it permitted or not, sir, to 
collect one’s own possessions and use them?’ ‘There is no fault in it. It is permitted.’ He ... went 
to (his) village in the evening and standing in the middle of the village summoned the villagers: 
‘To whom do you give the revenue that has been created by our effort?’ ‘Sir, you have become a 
monk. To whom could we give it?’'’ ‘Have the monks no rights in their possessions?’ '* (Having 
said this), he took up hoe and basket, made small dams around fields etc., collected different kinds 
of harvests and all sorts of fruit, cooked for himself in winter, summer or the rainy season 


Cf. S. Paranavitana: Early Insciptions, as note 4 above, p. XXXIII § 39. 

S. Paranavitana: Early Inscriptions, as note 4 above, plate I showing inscriptions nos. 9 and 1107. 

This paragraph has been discussed by O. v. Hiniiber, “Everyday Life in an Ancient Indian Buddhist 
Monastery.” (2006), in: Kleine Schriften II. Stuttgart 2009, pp. 869-897, particularly p. 890f., where ufthitam 
ayam has been misprinted as utthitam ayam and pancacilakena as patcaciidalakena, and earlier in “Buddhist 
Law in the Theravada-Vinaya” (1995) as well as in “Old Age and Old Monks in Pali Buddhism” (1997), both 
reprinted in: Kleine Schriften I. 2009, p. 209 and II. 2009, p. 827f. respectively, where the same paragraph is 
mentioned in different contexts. 

i Obviously, the monk owned the village and consequently was entitled to collect a certain sum of money 
from the villagers. Once he became a monk, the villagers did not transfer the income from his possessions to 
any other recepient, because he still was the legitimate owner of the money. Therefore, the funds still existed 
and could now be used by the monk. 

Answer: “Of course they have.” 


whatever pleased him. Only there was not even a single wife with a small child (for E° 
pabbajitakena read panicaciilakena darakena with C* [SHB 1930])”. 


This story is supported by the evidence from a Maitraka inscription recording a donation 
during the reign of Guhasena I (555-570) where three kutumbi-srdmaneras are mentioned.’°. 

The three expressions gahapatisamana, samanakutimbika and kutumbisramanera can be 
considered as more or less synonymous and point to the same phenomenon that holds that 
monks or novices lead the lives of householders without disrobing. Buddhaghosa’s text dates 
from the 5" century and the Maitraka inscription is dated to AD 549. 

This evidence from the far south and from Western India can be supplemented by sources 
from the far north. The documents found on the southern branch of the Silk Road at the site 
of Niya which date from about 300 AD" provide ample evidence for sramanas living as 
householders.'’ Thus they may provide early descriptions of this way of life among Buddhist 
monks, which, of course, contradicts all rules laid down in the Vinaya. Thus these documents 
are an early and very instructive example that demonstrates again the sometimes enormous 
difference between the normative Vinaya texts and real life. Although the Vinayadhara quoted 
in the SaratthappakasiniI does not see any objection concerning this style of living of as 
monks, it is sharply criticized in roughly contemporary Buddhist literature in a verse in the 
Rastrapalapariprccha’*: 


grddho grhina tatha kamair yadrse pravrajitva te grddhah 

bharyah suta duhitaras ca tesu bhavisya grhasamdnam, RP 29,11f. (ed. L. Finot 1901), verse 183 
“A householder is not as covetous with passions as these [corrupt monks] are after going forth. 
They would have wives, sons, and daughters just like a householder” (D. Boucher) 


This verse does not belong to the original version of the Rastrapalapariprcchasttra, but 
was inserted between Dharmaraksa’s Chinese translation of AD 270, where it is still missing, 
and the second Chinese translation by Jfanagupta from the late 6" century (D. Boucher, pp. 
XVII, 108). This time period approximately concurs with the dates of the other texts or 


'S OQ. v. Hiniiber, “Rev. of M. Njammasch: Bauern, Buddhisten und Brahmanen. 2001.” ITJ 47. 2004 [2006], 


pp. 308-320, particularly p. 311f. = Kleine Schriften Il. 2009, p. 1062, for the date see Njammasch Bauern, 
p. 58, no. 3 and O. v. Hiniiber, “Behind the Scene.” /ZJ 56. 2013, pp. 365-379 = Kleine Schriften III. 2019, 
pp. 1415-1429, particularly p. 372 =p. 1420. 

Seen Brough, “Comments on third-century Shan-shan and the history of Buddhism” (1965), in: J. Brough: 
Collected Papers. London 1996, pp. 276-307, particularly p. 294. 

'" Part of the evidence is briefly discussed by O. v. Hintiber, “Everyday life,” as note 12 above, p. 891f., and 
again more in detail, but without referring to the earlier discussion by S. van Schaik, “Married Monks: Buddhist 
Ideals and Practice in Kroraina.” South Asian Studies 30. 2014, pp. 269-277. — For similar evidence from 
Kalhana’s Rajatarangini (III 11) cf. O. v. Hiniiber, “Rev. of H. Bechert: Der Buddhismus I. 2000.” IJ 45. 2002, 
pp. 82f. = Kleine Schriften I1, 2009, p. 1053f. and for a possible reference to a married monk mentioned in an 
Avadana from Greater Gandhara see H. Falk and E. Steinbriickner, “Avadana Episodes (Texts from the Split 
Collection 5).” ARIRIAB 25. 2022, pp. 21-60, p. 38f. As an antevdsin is associated to the gahikena 
dhamagutena (grhikena Dharmaguptena) he may well have been a monk living as a householder. However, the 
fragmentary state of the birchbark manuscript and the extreme brevity of style of these Avadanas does not allow 
for any certain conclusion. 

'8 D. Boucher: Bodhisattvas of the Forest and the Formation of the Mahayana. A Study and Translation of the 
Rastrapalapariprccha-siitra. Honolulu 2008, particularly p. 138. — On the radical tendencies of this text cf. 
also G. Schopen, “The Mahayana and the Middle Period in Indian Buddhism Through a Chinese Looking- 
Glass.” The Eastern Buddhist 32/1. 2000, pp. 1-25 = Figments and Fragments of Mahayana Buddhism in India. 
More collected Papers. Honolulu 2005. pp. 3—24, particularly p. 20 f. = p. 15f. 
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artefacts which provide evidence that sramanas lived like householders. Taken together, this 
evidence indicates a period of progressive decay of the Samgha almost everywhere in the 
Buddhist world, in India and beyond, by the middle of the 1“ millennium. The coin from 
Tissamaharama, dated according to palaeography from the turn from the 1* millennium BC 
and the 1“ millennium AD may be another early indicator of a development of /ongue durée 
which ended with married monks in present day Nepal.’ Their designation grhasthabhiksu in 
Nepal at once recalls the grhapatisramana etc.”° 

Finally, it may be worthwhile to recall that there were not only monks living as 
householders, but also disguised householders pretending to lead the life of a sramana. They 
are called samanakuttaka “false ascetics” and were briefly described in the commentary to 
the Vinayapitaka, the Samantapasadika:”! 


samanakuttako ti samanavesadharako. so kira sikhamattam thapetvad sisam mundetva ekam 
kasavam nivasetva ekam amse katva viharam yeva upanissaya vighasddabhavena jivati, Sp 399, 
17- 20 

“A false samana is someone who wears the dress of a samana. For, setting aside any training, he 
shaves his head, puts on one yellow robe, places one on a shoulder, and, only based on a vihara, 
lives in the state of a person who eats food that is left over.” 


' §. van Schaik, as note 17 above, p. 276 note 10 denies the presence of married monks in Nepal referring to 


Th. Riccardi’s review of “D. Gellner: Monk, Householder, and Tantric Priest. Newar Buddhism and its 
Hierarchy of Ritual. 1992. Himalaya.” The Journal of the Association of Nepal and Himalaya Studies. 16. 1996, 
pp. 58-61. Th. Riccardi points out the doubts raised by D. Gellner “that there ever was widespread celibate 
monkhood and extensive monasteries as corporate institutions in Nepal” (p. 59b). That may well be so, because 
the roots of the development ultimately leading to the results observed in Nepal today are to be sought in a very 
remote past which began even before the introduction of Buddhism to Nepal, as the material presented above 
indicates. For married monks in Nepal cf. also S. Lienhard: Diamantmeister und Hausvater. Buddhistisches 
Gemeindeleben in Nepal. Osterreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klasse. 
Denkschriften 275. Band. Wien 1999, Chapter V: Vajracaryas und Sakyabhiksus, pp. 41 ff. and pp. 98ff., cf. also 
the review by O. v. Hintiber, 1/44. 2001, pp. 355-358 = Kleine Schriften II. 2009, pp. 1044-1047. Moreover, 
the book was also reviewed by C. Caillat, BE7 19. 2001, pp. 434-439 and B. Kélver, ZDMG 152. 2002, p. 441f. 
°0.§. Lienhard: Diamantmeister, as previous note, p. 44. 

*l- Cf. also sarcastic expressions mundakutimbika and the like: O. v. Hintiber, “Cremated like a King.” (2009). 
= Kleine Schriften I. 2019, p. 1305 note 25, where attention is drawn (note 24) also to possible epigraphical 
evidence for a female householder-ascetic (samanert ... kutubini). 

On vighasa cf. A. Wezler: Die wahren “Speiseresteesser”: (Skt. vighasasin). Akademie der Wissenschaften 
und der Literatur. Abhandlungen der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse Jg. 1978 Nr. 5 (rev.: J. C. 
Wright, BSOAS 43. 1980, pp. 390f.; H. Bodewitz, WZKS 24. 1980, pp. 239-242; H. Brinkhaus, OLZ 79. 1984, 
columns 79f.), § 2.2, particularly p. 47f. 


O. v. Hintiber, “Monks and Ascetics as Householders: New Evidence.” 


PLATE 1 


Fig. 1: Drawing by F. Ory. 


